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The Tentatlve Discharge Requirements Are Unlawfufly Inconsistent With The Bay . |

Delta Plan And Basin Plan

The ‘Tentative Discharge Requnremen’cs are not consistent with the Bay Delta.

Plan, or the Water Quality Conirol Plan, Fourth Edition, for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins (‘Bay Delta Plan”). - Most obvious, the Tentative Discharge

Requirements impose an electrical conductivity (EC) limitation of 1,300 pmhos/cm. -

(annual average), (Tentative Discharge Reguirements, IV.A.1.}), while the Bay Delta

" Plan and the Basin Plan impose much mote strmgent requirements. The Bay Delta -
Plan and the Basin Plan establish 30-day running average salinity objectives of 700 -
ymhos/em: from April through August, and 1,000 pmhoslcm from September through

March: (1) in the San Joaquin River at Brandt Bridge, {2) in Old River near Middle River,
and (3) In Old River-at Tracy Road Bridge. Thus, because ‘of the differing panods of
measurement, the EC limitation, -at a minimum, exceeds the salinity objectives
establlshed in the Bay Delta Plan and the Basm Plan by -approximately 30 to 85 percent,

To support EC jimitations that are contrary fo the Bay Delta Plan and the Basin
Plan, the Tentative Dlscharge Requirements cite to Water Quality Order 2005-005. The
Water Quality Order 2005-005, the .
SWRCB intended for “permit limitations to-play a limited role with réspect to achlevmg“
compliance with the EC water quality objectives.” (Tentative Discharge Requirements, .

Tentative Discharge Requirements suggest that, i

Attachment F, IV.C.3.y.v.) The Tentative Discharge Requirements also suggest that EC
limitations consistent with the salinity objectives in the Bay Delta Plan and Basm Plans:
are infeasible. (ld) The rationales fail for-af least two reasons.

An lnterpretatlon that efﬂuent limitations have a circumseribed role in achievmgf

- salinity water quality objectives is belied by the Bay Delta Plan. In the Bay Delta Plan;.
which the SWRCB adopted after it issued Water Quality Order 2005-005, the SWRCB
* made cleai that the Central Valley Regional Board maintains a role in implementing

salinity water quality objectlves The most explicit example is the SWRCB orderfo the

Central Valley Regional Board, that requirés it to “impose discharge controls on in-Delta
discharges of salts by agncultural domestic, and municipal dischargers’, as a means of
implementing salinity objeotxves in'the San Joaquin River:at Brandf Bridge, in Old River

near Middle River, and in Old River at Tracy Road Bridge. (Bay Delta Plan at Ch. IV,

B.1.) Contrary fo that order, but as conceded in the Tentative Discharge Requirements, -

the proposed EC limitations “may. cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water
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quaﬁty objective for salinity.” (Tentative Discharge Requirements, Attachment F,
N.C3yw) o -

. Furthermore, -an argument that it is. infeasible for the City to implement meastre
that will allow it to comply with the existing water quality objectives establishad in the
Bay Delta Plan and ‘Basin Plan is not well taken. Those objectives are not new. They
date back to at least 1995, when the SWRCB issued is 1995 Water Quality Control Plan
for the San F rancnscoiSacramento San Joaquin Delta Estuary. -Ample time has passed
for dlschargers like the City to develop means of complying with the sahmty objective
set forth in the Bay Delta Plan and Basm Plan. v

The Tentative Drscharge Requirements do include:a circumstance when the City
must comply with the salinity objectives established in the Bay Delta Plan anid the Basin
~ Plan. However, -the circumstance occurs -only when the City fails to comply with a
‘salinity reduction plan mandated in ‘the Tentative: Dtscharge Requlremen’cs In. ofher
words, the Tentative Discharge Requirements impose on the City obligations: that are-
congistent with' the Bay Delta Plan and Basin Plan only-as a penalty that may:not ever
be. imposed. While the development and implementation of a plan-may be appropriate
in certain circumstances, this does not appear to be one of those tircumstances. As -
discussed immediately ‘above; the City has or should have been aware of the water
quality: objectlves established for salinity for 13 or more years (the Bay Delta Plan
-superseded a prior plan adopted by the SWRCB in 1995, which included. the same.
objectives for salinity), and the City has reasonable means to ensure: its dischargers
“meet the ob;ectlves established i in the Bay Delta.Plan and Basm Plan

The Carryover ‘Of Effluent. Limitations From The City’s. Pnor Permit. Falls To
Consider Changed Circumstances

As discussed above, the Central Valley Regional Board ‘should not s;mply'
mcorpora’ce into the renewal NPDES permit the existing effluent limitations. The best
available scientific data may not support a finding -that past limitations are currently
protective of benefigial uses.. A change may also be warranted bec:ausa of the City’s
ongomg violations of its pnor NPDES pem'ut '

Two examples of where the existing discharge requxrements may not bev |
appropriate are the effluent limitations for ammonia and dissolved oxygen. The effluent

~limitations for ammonia and dissolved oxygen in the Tentattve Dascharge Requxrements:-

{00105442;2}
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‘are essentlany carryover effluent hmﬂ:atnons from the City's prior NPDES permit for the
RWCF.? The rationales provided in. the Tentative Discharge Requirements for the
carryover of the ammonia and dissolved oxygen are presented in & summary fashion.

The Tentative Discharge Reguirements conclude that the ammoénia limitation in the prior

permit. sufficiently protected the beneficial uses of the waters receiving the City's

-dxscharges based on an analysxs of the maximum and average concentrations of
ammonia in effluent and receiving ‘water. (Tenta‘ﬂve Discharge Requiremenis, -

Attachment F,IM.C34£)

: cursary explanatlon They state

The previous pen‘mt Order No R5~2002-0083 coritaired efﬂuent‘
limitations for dissolved ‘oxygen of 6.0 mgiL from 1 September through

- 30 November and 5.0 mg/L. throughout the remainder of the. year L

The tinimum DO concentratxon observed was 1.8 mg/L based on 1 498
samples collected between 1 May 2002 through 31 :January 2007. The

- discharge demonstrates reasonable potential to exceed water: quahty'
objectives contairied in the Basin Plan. Therefore, the daxly minimum
effluent: limitations for dissolved oxygen contained in the pre\neus permit;
Grder No. R5-2002-0083, are retamed in this Order :

{Tentative: Dnscharge Requirements, Attachment F IVC:S p.y The conc!usaans and-
analyses, however, do not consider important, emergmg scnentn"c research: or the
_recogmzed -engoing violations: by the Cxty of its: pnor NPDES permit.

2 Acmal]y, ‘the Tetitative: Dlscha:ge Requiremerts allows an' additional one’pound of ammonia. discharge as. both an- average

monthly and meximum. daity figure-as comparcd with the Clty S pnor permit, which. could be construed as:an. unauthoiized
rclaxatlon ofithe pcrm1t’s requirements. .

{00105442;2)
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The SWRCB and the Central Valley Board have identified the emergence of-
potenitially important, new science related tofoxics, including ammonia, in-the Strategic
Workplan for Activities in the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San -Joaquin. Delta.
Estuary ("Bay Delta Strategic Workplan™), a copy of which. is: attached hereto as Exhibit
D. For example, in that Workplan the SWRCB and the Central Valley Regional Board
wrote:

Studies suggest that delta ‘smelt may be particularly sensntlve 1o
ammonia and: that ammonia may limit primary productivity in the Delta.
Definitive, controlled laboratory experiments must be conducted 1o
determine the |mportance of these potentiat tmpacts

{id. at 53) Also, the Central Vailey Regional Board’s concern wnth amimonia in the |
Delta: has. been the subject of two recent, summary papers, ‘copies of which ‘are’
_ attached | hereto as Exhibit E.2 ,

- At present, the Tentative Dlscharge Requirements do'not indicate what—: if: any —
contemporaneous scientific materials the Central Valley Reglonal Board consulted and
- considered. to arrive at its decision regarding the ammonia limitation (or .any other
effluent limitation for that fact). The lack of exptanatlon or change to the Tentative:
Discharge ‘Requirements from what existed in the prior NPDES: permit held by the City
strongly suggest that no new information was telied upon or considered. It also appears
that the Tentafive Discharge: Requirements-fail to-account for the ongoing. violations by
the City, For these reasons, and contrary to the Tentative Discharge Reguirements, the:
evidence reflects a need for the -Cenfral Valley Regional Board to conduct an -
independent analysis which will support @ finding that the Tentative Discharge
Requxrements and effluent limitations pmwded fherein wﬂl protect the beneficial uses of
the receiving waters :

'Need For More ngorous Monitoring

o - The Tentative Discharge: Requ;rements Eack the level of rigor requ;red for
momtormg The SWRCB and the Central Valley Regional Board recognized in the: Bay

$'The ’cwo papers were: found on the Centml Va.lley Reg:onal Boatd’s websxte at:
uali

f00105442; 23
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Delta Strategic Werkplan the: importance of mcreased momtonng for: contammants The..
Bay Delta Strategic Workplan provides: -

- The pelagrc orgamsm decling in the Delta and subsequent mcreased,
. focus ‘on contaminants as a potential ¢ause. highlight the need for

-regularly compmng, -assessing, :and reporting data that'is currently bemg
--collected and the need to better coordmate monitoring efforts. -

(Bay Delta Strategic Workplan, p. 59.)  The renewal of the Cltys NPDES pérmit -

provides an opportunity to: effectuate better monitoring of contaminants.

More: specifically, the SWRCB and ‘Central Valley Regional Board noted that
there “are a suite 'of contaminants and source. catégories that pose:a concern for some

Delta beneficial uses and there is also concem for-an. emerging list of new contaminant’ .
categorles {pharmaceutlcals and endocrine disrupters).” (Bay Delta: Strateglc Workplan,___ L

p. 25.) Recent investigations ‘claim to have discovered detectable levels of
pharmaceuticals in drinking water supplies across. the ‘country. (“Prescnp’clon Drugs
Found in Drinking Water Across U.S:” Associated Press, March 10, 2008; “AP

Enterprise: Drugs Affect More Drinking Water.” Associated Press, September 11, 2008; -
*AP Enterprise: Report Prompts More Testing,” Associated Press, September 11_

2008.) The mvest!gatlons asserf. medication not absarbed. by its taker “passes through'

- the [body] and is flushed down the toilet,” and that even though the wastewater is.

ireated “most freatments do: not remove all drug residue” Thus, according to the

investigations, prescription drugs can enter water supplles thr@ugh municipal -

wastewater discharges.

It is ‘presently unclear whether NPDES permi’cs like: the one the Ctty ‘seeks;

should include . dascharge requirements that specifically -address pharmaceuticals.

- However, emerging science indicates that “persistent: ‘exposure to random combinations
- of low levels of pharmaceuticals ... . [indicate] alarming effects on human cells and
wildlife.” (“Prescription Drugs Found :n Drinking: Water Across U.8.” Associated Press, =~
- March. 10, 2008.) Therefore; at'a minimum, the City shouild be: required fo. momtor the. :

pharmaceutrcal constrtuents in'its waste discharges

- {00105442; 2}
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Conclusion

For the reasons set forth abeve the Authority. and Wes’tlands respectlvalyj
request that the Central Valley Regional Board not adopt the Tentative Discharge
Requirements. The Authority and Westlands remain concemed that the Tenfative
Discharge Requirements are not protective of beneficial uses. They do. not appear
consistent with the Bay Delta Plan and the Basin Plan, and they do not appearto reflect

important, emerging sclence

Further, the changed clrcumstances in the Delta, the. existence ‘of the ongoing

‘ vnalatlons by the Clty and the emergence of new studies and information on the effects

of contaminants in wastewater warrant a renewal NPDES permit that has a term shorter

then 5 years, as currently proposed, with provisions that allow for opemng of the permit

as new information-develops, and more thorough analyses of what effluent limitations
. wxll protect: benef clal uses, analyses based on contemporaneous:scientific i mformation

- Finally, the NPDES permit. ultamately issued by the Central Valley Reglonal Board
must: mclude lncreased monltonng by the City.

Ihan,l&- you very much for your consideration of these comments:

- Very truly yo!.-lré,

DIEPENBROCK HARRISON
A Professional: Corporatuon

'd'

Jon D. Rubin -
Attormeys for San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water .
Authonty and Westlands Water District '

¢c:  Daniel Nelson, SLDMWA
‘Thomas Birmingham, WWD
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[FEEETLER,

- Ms. Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board . . . AHE sep 30 2008 HESY
. State Water Resources Control Board _ o
P.O.Box100 - ; T N E——C i I

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 ~ . "1 . SWRCB EXECUTIVE -}

commentistters@watérboards.ca.gov.

Via electronic mail and U;S. Postal Mail

v

SUBJECT:  Triennial Review of the 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the San
: Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San-Joaguin Delta Estuary :

Dear Ms. Townsend:

“The Central Valley Clean Water Association (CVCWA) appreciates the.opportunity to.
provide comiments to:the State Water Resources Conitrol Board (State Water Board) segarding its
periodic review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Estuary (2006 Bay-Delta Plan). CVCWA represents the interests of morethan.

60 wastewater agenciés in the Central Valley in regulatory matters related to water guality.and
the environment. Included inthe membership:are a number of wastewater agencies that may be. .
ditectly: or indirectly affected by future:regulatory and ipolicy-actions inthe Delta. ’

First, CVCWA is-concemed with the application of certain water quality ObjeCtlves thatare’
. partof the 2006 Bay-Delia Plan. In particular, CVCWA:is concemed with the application of -
- salinity objectives to municipal wastewater .discharges--wlthou_t,fproper"con_sidacation and

implementation of Water Code sections 13000 and 13241. .

- ~ Water Code section 13000 requires the State Water Board to regulate activities “to-aitain
the highest water quality which is reasonable, ¢onsidering all demands:made andtobe -
made ... ." (Wat. Code, § 13000.) This legal standard is of general applicability and applies toall

. “of the State Water Board’s water quality regulatory activities, including the developmentand -
adoption of water quality control plans {i.., basin plans). When adopting water quality
objectives, Water Code section 13241, as:applied to the State Water Board by Water Code
section 13170, requires the State Water Board to.consider a.number of statutory factors. The.
factors for consideration include: beneficial uses, water guality conditions thatcould be

P.0. Box-1755, Grass Valley CA 95945 (530) 268-1338
. . WWWICVCWA.OFG:




Ms. Jeanine Townsend, SWRCB v e ‘ S
Re: CVOWA Comments:re Triennial Review for 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the: Bay:Delta

September 30,.2008

Page2 of 3

reasonably achieved, ecanbmic considerations, the nead to dev‘eilopz h‘Ousing‘-, and the need to
develop-and use recycled water. (Wat. Code, §13241.) - ' ‘

When the salinity objectives were adopted as part of the Bay-Delta Plan, the State Watér

.. .Board focused.on export pumping aperations by the Department of Water Resources and the.
Bureau of Reclarnation as the primary. means for compliance with the objectives. - {Ses Irithe
Matter of the Pefition of City of Manteca, Order WQ 2005-0005, at pp. 6-11.) The State Water
Board did not evaluate or consider municipal wastewater discharge limitations as part of the

+ State’s implementation program for complying with the objectives. {id.) Thus, the State Water

Board failed to consider the implications of compliance on. municipal wastewater agencies,
including potential costs, - . - ST T '

AT 2008, the State Water Board amended the Bay:Delta Plan to expand application of the
w Séﬁnﬁbfv“@fﬁﬁquﬁji%?é@ves:fr_c)m specific compliance locations to locations in “that general.
Area, and anehded e tmplementation program to require the Central Vallsy Regional Water
{Board to “impose disc ratge controls on in-Delta discharges of saits by agricultural, domestic, and

erst (2006 Bay-Delta Plan at pp. 10, 28.) However, the administrative record:
“for the 20086 Bay—:Deltg;#P!i; fails to indicate that the State Watsr Board considered the 'statutoﬁlyﬁ

irequired factors wheri it expanded the geographic-area of application, and more importantly,
wehen:it expanded éb’ﬁlicatgon of objectives on municipal dischargers: ’ T
Thus, the 2006 Bay-Delta Pian and the salinity objectives contained therein are not _
-appropriate as applied fo munitipal dischargers, and must bereviewed and revised accordingly .
“within this triehnial review process. {See Cilies of Arcadia, et al. v. State Water Resources - -
Control Board, Super. Ct. Orange County, 2008, No. 06CC02974, Preemptory- Wit of Mandate,
Stiperior Court'found it necessary for water quality standards to be reviewed:in light of the factors
and requirements set forth under Water Gode sections 13241.and. 13000 where such standards
had not previously been considered as-@pplied to-stormwater.) ' ’ :

$rdan e n o o

Second; CVCWA understands that other interésted partiss may recommend that the.
+ 2006 Bay-Delta Plan be amended to include vater quality objectives for constitusnts of concern *
to drinking water, To the extent this may dceur, CVCWA encourages the State Water Board fo.
- defer tothe Drinking Water Policy development process that is underway with the Central Valley -
- -Regional Water Board. - Throtigh the Central \ ley Drinking Water Policy Workgroup, the Ceritral’ -
Valley Regional Water Board and other interested stak oiders have worked collaboratively for
many years to-develop and evaluate informafion and data on drinking water constituents of high.

-+ priority. - Based on the information-developed, the Central Valley'Regional Water Board will '
‘consider amending its' Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San-Joaquin. -
-River Basins, as necessary. Itis unnecessary and inappropriate for the State Water Board tor - -

* preempt this process, ' R R S

{

P:0. Box 1755, Grass Valley, CA 95945 {530):268-1338 ' ST -
wwweyewaorg . oo ' '
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. In summary, the 'Sﬁaie Water Board must e\?aiuate/the'appllijéétjb“nt of :éalinity‘ water quality
objectives to municipal dischargés in accordance and in consideration of Water Code

sections 13000 and 13241. Also, to the extent others may rec‘;Ommend“a_m,e.n'_dments:to;-address
‘ © drinking water quality constituents, such suggestions should not be adopted due to 4he Central
‘ Valley Regional Water Boardfs;.ma‘t'ure-process directed;oward=.developi'ng a Drinking Water

Policy.
. Sincerely,

" Origihal sighed by Debbie Webster

. Debbie Webster, Executive Officer.
.. Central Valley Clean Water Association

ey Pamela Crb;e_a;don',. Ce“tra"“‘faiig}y'RWQGB_

~F0. Box 1755, Grass Valley, CA S5035 (530)266-1338
: | WWW.oVOWA.0Tg _
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ECEIVE

. Via electronic mail and U.S. Postal Mail -
_Ms. Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board S - -gep 30 2008
. State Water Resources Control Board ' - ‘ _
P.O. Box 100 - - - _ —
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 ' - SWRCB EXECUTIVE

- commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

. SUBJECT: - Triennial Review of the 2006 Watér Quality Control Plan for the San .
‘ Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary

Dear Ms. Townsend:

The Central Valley Clean Water Association (CVCWA) appreciates the opportunity to
- provide comments to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) regarding its-
periodic review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Estuary (2006 Bay-Delta Plan). CVCWA represents the interests of more than
. 80 wastewater agencies in the Central Valley in-regulatory matters related to water quality and
the environment. “Included in the membership are a number of wastewater agencies that may be .
directly or indirectly affected by future regulatory and policy actions in the Delta. ' '

First, CVCWA is concerned with the application of certain water quality objectives that are’
part of the 2006 Bay-Delta Plan. In particular, CVCWA is concerned with the application of
- salinity objectives to municipal wastewater discharges without proper consideration and
implementation of Watér Code sections 13000 and 13241. ' '

" Water Code section 13000 requires the State Water Board to regulate activities “to attain
‘the highest water quality which is reasonable, considering all demands made and to be :
made ... .” (Wat. Code, § 13000.) This legal standard is of general applicability and applies to all
. -of the State Water Board’s water quality regulatory activities, including the development and 2
adoption of water quality control plans (i.e., basin plans). When adopting water quality .
~ objectives, Water Code section 13241, as applied to the State Water Board by Water Code
section 13170, requires the State Water Board to consider a number of statutory factors. The.
factors for consideration include: beneficial uses, water quality conditions that could be

P.0. Box 1755, Grass Valley CA 95945 (530) 268-1338
WWW.CVCWa.0rg o
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reasonably achieved, economic considerations, the need to devé’l‘op‘ Housing, and the need to
develop and use recycled water. (Wat. Code, § 13241.) : ‘ '

When the salinity objectives were adopted as- part of the Bay-Delta Plan, the State Water

. Board focused on export pumping operations by the Department 6f Water Resources.and the

Bureau of Reclamation as the primary means for compliance with the objectives. (See In the
. Matter of the Petition of City of Manteca, Order WQ 2005-0005, at pp. 6-11.) The State Water

- Board did not evaluate or consider municipal wastewater-discharge limitations as part of the

- State’s implementation program for complying with the objectives. (/d.) Thus, the State Water’

- Board failed to consider the implications of compliance on municipal wastewater agencies,
including potential costs. ' A ' S '

. In 2008, the State Water Board amended the Bay-Delta Plan to expand application of the
.7 saﬁmty} V\glatngugl'i'fiff j€clives from specific compliance locationis to locations in “that general
i) ates tiarfd.,.a_ﬁ@’rj:d_eg,,‘ é iﬁplementation program to require the Central Valley Regional Water -
;.1 1:1Board to “impose discharge controls on in-Delta discharges of salts by agricultural, domestic, and
'L+ municipal dischargers” (2006 Bay-Delta Plan at pp. 10, 28.) However, the administrative record

-

¥
i
i

.

*for the 2006 Bay-Delta-Plaf fails to indicate that the State Water Board considered the statutorily

i irequired factors wherj it expanded the geographic area of application, and mdre importantly, -

§ when:it expanded application of objectives on municipal dischargers.

Thus, the 2006 Bay-Delta Plan and the salinity objectives contained therein are not .
appropriate as applied to municipal dischargers, and must be reviewed and revised accordingly .
‘within this triennial review process. (See Cities of Arcadia, et al. v. State Water Resources N
Control Board, Super. Ct. Orange County, 2008, No. 06CC02974, Preemptory Writ of Mandate,

- Superior Court found it necessary for water quality standards to be reviewed in light of the factors

- and requirements set forth under Water Code sections 13241 and 13000 where such standards
had not previously been considered as applied to stormwater.) - o ‘

Second, CVCWA understands that other interested parties may recommend that the
: 2006 Bay-Delta Plan be amended to include water quality objectives for constituents of concern -
to drinking water. To the extent this may oceur, CVCWA encourages the State Water Board to
defer to the Drinking Water Policy development process that is underway with the Central Valley
- Regional Water Board. Through the Central Valley Drinking Water Policy Workgroup, the Central
- Valley Regional Water Board and other interestéd stakeholders have: worked collaboratively, for
many years to develop and evaluate information and data on drinking water constituents of high
priority. Based on the information-developed, the Central Valley Regional Water Board will
consider amending its Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin -
‘River Basins, as necessary. It is unnecessary and. inappropriate for the State Water Board to™ : -
preempt this process. : T B

P.O. Box 1755, Grass Valley, CA 95945 (530) 268-1338
e  www.cvewa.org
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. In summary; the State Water Board must evaluate the application of salinity water quality
‘objectives to municipal discharges in accordance and in consideration of Water Code .
sections 13000 and 13241. Also, to the extent others may recommend amendments to address
‘drinking water quality constituents, such suggestions should not be adopted due to the Central
Valley Regional Water Board's mature process directed toward developing a Drinking Water
Policy. : . : ‘ T -

| Sincerely,
Original signed by Debbie Webster

Debbie Webster, Executive Officer -
. Central Valley Clean Water Association

c Panﬁela Creedon, Central Valley RWQCB

P.O. Box 17585, Grass Valley, CA 95945 (530) 268-1338
) WWW.Cvewa.org - -




Concerns about |
Ammonia Concentrations
in Delta Waters

" A June 2" article in the Sacramento Bee highlighted some recent findings by Dr.

Richard Dugdale, a researcher at San Francisco State University, which
suggested that ammonia levels in the Delta and Sacramento River may pose a
threat to Delta species by interrupting the food chain. The Regional Water Board

and others agree that it is essential to initiate actions to follow-up on these

preliminary results. Following is some background information and a brief
description of the follow-up activities underway on thlS particular issue and some
related issues. :

Algal Production

Primary production rates and standing chlorophyll levels in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Estuary are among the lowest of all the major-estuaries in the
world and continue to decline. The reason(s) are unclear but decreasing primary -
production is cited as a possible cause of the decline of important Delta fish

. - species, such as Delta smelt. Recent work by Drs. Dugdale and Wilkerson, San
- Francisco State University Romberg Tiburon Center, has shown that elevated

ammonium concentrations reduce diatom (a type of algae that is important in the
Bay and Delta) production rates in water samples collected from San Francisco -
and:Suisun Bays by inhibiting nitrate uptake. It is not known whether the same -

- effect is manifested in the Delta

Also, it is not known whether the ‘ammonium concentrations in the River inhibit
freshwater diatom production and are a cause of low algal primary production in
the freshwater-portions of the Delta. The Regional Water Board contracted with o

.Dr. Dugdale to conduct experiments with diatoms collected from the lower

Sacramento River to determine whether ambient in-stream ammonium

- concentrations reduce growth rates. Staff will be evaluating existing information

to determine the need for studies to determine fate and transport of ammonium
down the Sacramento River and across the Delta to. determine what factors
contribute to ammonium concentrations in Suisun Bay.

Once the results of thefolloW-up screening studies ate complete, further work will
be needed to determlne the relatlve importance of ammonium on the Delta food
web - : :

Delta Smelt: Survival

In most water years, larval Delta smelt are caught in the spring about 30 miles
- below the City of Sacramento at the confluence of the Sacramento River and

Sacramento Deepwater Ship Channel. Recent data from bioassay tests with
ambient Sacramento River water has led to the hypothesis that larval Delta smelt

~ may be sensitive to ammonia.

The Regional Water Board has contracted with researchers at the University of

~ California, Davis to conduct bicassays with larval Delta smelt to determlne their



sensitivity to ammonia in the lower Sacramento River and to identify whether
other toxicants might be present. These studies were initiated in May 2008.

- Further study will be needed to determine if any additional actions should be
taken to control ammonia discharges to protect Delta smelt. '

Stimulation of Nuisance Algal Blooms

Recent research conducted by the Department of Water Resources (DWR)

- suggests that nuisance algal blooms that have been occurring in the Delta in
recent years might be linked to elevated levels of ammonia in Delta waters. The
"nuisance blooms are characterized by surface scums and the release of toxins
~into the water. Reglonal Water Board staff is coordinating with DWR on follow-up
' stud|es :

Wastewater Treatment Plant Discharges _ _ '

A recent review of ammonia concentrations in the Delta has shown that ammonia
levels in the Sacramento River at Greene Landing are about an order of '
magnitude higher than concentrations reducing diatom growth in half in San
Francisco Bay. And, as was discussed above, there-are concems about "
potential toxic impacts to Delta smelt and stimulation of nuisance algal blooms.

As was mentioned in the article, the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District (SRCSD) discharge is the largest single source of ammonia in the Delta.
Other sources include other smaller wastewater treatment plants and agricultural
- discharges. The Regional Water Board’s current wastewater discharge permit

- requirements for ammonia are based on US EPA guidance on aquatic toxicity
that is designed to protect the most sensitive aquatic species. When writing a
- ‘permit, Regional Water Board staff evaluates effluent concentrations, _
concentrations of ammonia already in the river and available dilution. Limitations -
_ in permits are, therefore, site specific. SRCSD’s permit allows for discharge of
relatively high concentrations of ammonia because the river is large and provides
considerable dilution. SRCSD has constructed large: storage basins to hold
- wastewater when there is not sufficient dilution in the river. The City of Stockton,
on the other hand, has very stringent effluent ammonia limits because little
dilution is available. Several years ago the Regional Water Board required
Stockton to upgrade their wastewater treatment facility to add treatment
. processes'to remove ammonla

Itis important to recOgnlze that current Delta ammonia concentrations are far
lower than concentrations that US EPA guidance indicates would be toxic. The -
current studies and follow-up studies may provide information that would lead to
the need for:stricter requnrements on all sources of ammonla to the Delta

Be assured that the Water Quality Control Board is committed to protectlng the
waters of our state. In this effort we are engaged with the scientific community to
.study and document impacts to water quality. When new scientific information is
developed we incorporate this information into our permits.



Study to Evaluate Potential Effects of Ammonla on
‘Delta-Smelt |

Status Update 30 July 2008

A previous web posting summarized background information about'issues related to
ammonia in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta estuary. As indicated in that posting, the

Regional Water Board contracted with researchers at the University of California, Davis

‘Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory to initiate studies to evaluate the potential effects of

ammonia on delta smelt. The study was designed to answer two questlons

1. Is delta smelt survival negatively impacted by ambient ammonia concentratlons in
the Sacramento River with increasing concentrations causing increased mortahty"

2. Is delta smelt survival negatively impacted by one or more contaminants present in .
the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) effluent that are
- positively correlated with ammonia? ‘

The study plan identified two sets of experiments to be conducted with the first set

-beginningin June 2008. To date, researchers have conducted two tests: one to determine

the 4-day delta smelt ammonia LC50 in laboratory water (i.e., establish the concentration -
of ammonia that would cause 50% of the test fish to die) and the first set of ambient tests
using the SRWTP effluent as a source of ammonia. In the LC50 test the concentration of
total ammonia at which no effect could be detected was 5 mg/L, the lowest concentration
that produced an effect was 9 mg/L, and the LC50 was calculated at 12 mg/L. These

“results suggest that delta smelt are about as sensitive to ammonia as some of .the more
‘sensitive species (e.g., salmon and trout) and therefore, that the USEPA acute ammonia

criteria used by the Regional Board in NPDES permitting would be protective of delta:
smelt. Average ammonia concentrations in the Sacramento River also are lower than the

- chronic effect levels for fish species reported in the USEPA dataset.

The ambient set of tests were conducted in Sacramento River water collected upstream of

the SRWTP dlscharge at concentrations of ammonia. that encompassed average

concentrations in the River once the effluent is fully' mixed downstream. To evaluate

* whether any other toxicants could be present in the SRWTP effluent that effect delta smelt
- (question #2), the tests were conducted using laboratory ammonium chloride (ranging
from 0.25 to 4.0 mg/L) and SRWTP effluent (ranging from 0.25 to 2.0 mg/L) as a source of =

ammonia. No effect was observed at any of the ammonia concentrations. These results
are consistent with the laboratory LC50 study and indicate that the SRWTP effluent is not
acutely toxic to Delta smelt af concentrations four times greater than the average currently
observed in the Sacramento River, and five times greater than the average effluent
concentration now present in the Sacramento River.

"The referenced document is available for download at:
hitp//www.waterboards.ca. qov/centralvallev/water lssues/delta ‘water_quality/am monia lssues/ammonla lS

sues 1 1|un08 pdf




After reviewing the initial results, Regional Water Board staff, in consultation with UC
Davis researchers, SRWTP, and the review team?, planned modifications to the study
design to further evaluate question #2. - The new objective is to quantify the potential
interactions between effluent and ammonia toxicity fo delta smelt (i.e., does the effluent
add to, decrease, or have no effect on toxicity). The second set of tests will include some
of the same concentrations of ammonia that were tested previously to verify the results.of
the first set of tests. In addition, higher concentrations, closer to the-level that produced
effects in the LC50 study, will be tested to evaluate question #2 and to assess the
potential for effluent and ammonia interactions. - It should be noted that these
concentrations are well above levels that occur in the Sacramento River downstream of
.the SRWTP discharge This second set of tests will be conducted in July 2008.

It is important to note that these studies only assess the acute (i.e., short-term, lethal)
_ effects of ammonia on delta smelt immediately downstream of the SRWTP discharge
location in the Sacramento River. Questions remain about the potential for chronic (i.e.,
long-term, sub-lethal) impacts from ammonia as well as the impacts in sensitive delta
smelt spawning areas downstream of the SRWTP drscharge Future studies may need to
be designed to answer these questlons

2 The Interagency Ecologlcal Program Contaminants Work Team served as the technlcal review panel for
these studies.





